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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained tbougb the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 3-14, 19, 23-33, 46 and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Haslett (U.S. Patent No. 1,774,004). As pointed out in the previous Office 
action, Haslett discloses an apparatus for purifying a liquid, which apparatus includes a plurality 
of serially connected cartridges containing liquid purification material, retaining screens, and 
threaded connectors (see Figs. 1-3; page 1, lines 39-44, 48-52 and 66; and page 2, lines 1-2 and 
12). Accordingly, this reference discloses the claimed invention with the exception of the length, 
diameter and length to diameter ratio of the cartridge, and the material from which this cartridge 
is constructed (claims 10 and 31). However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to employ cartridges having the recited dimensions 
in the system of Haslett, in order to ensure that these cartridges are capable of containing an 
effective amount of treatment material. Also, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to construct these primary reference cartridges from 
a perfluoroalkoxy polymer (PFA), since this material is both lightweight and durable. 

Claims 49 and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Haslett 
as applied above, and further in view of Moses (U.S. Patent No. 4,305,826). The modified 
primary reference discloses the claimed invention with the exception of the presence of a resin in 
the cartridge. Moses teaches that zeolites have been replaced by cation exchange resins in 
modern water softening systems because they have a much higher exchange capacity (see col. 1, 
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lines 45-50). Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to substitute the cation exchange resin of Moses for the zeolite of 
Haslett, in order to obtain the advantages disclosed by this secondary reference for the system of 
the modified primary reference. 

Claims 1, 3-14, 19, 20, 23-33, 46 and 48-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Crofts et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,215,665). Crofts et al. discloses purifying 
hydrogen peroxide with an ion exchange cartridge (see col. 4, lines 62-64). This reference 
further teaches (col. 1, line 34) that the purification could occur in a semiconductor facility. 
Accordingly, this reference discloses the claimed invention with the exception of the length, 
diameter and length to diameter ratio of the cartridge, the material from which this cartridge is 
constructed (claims 10 and 31), and the use of a plurality of cartridges (claim 19). However, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
employ cartridges having the recited dimensions in the system of Haslett, in order to ensure that 
these cartridges are capable of containing an effective amount of treatment material. Also, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
construct these primary reference cartridges from a perfluoroalkoxy polymer (PFA), since this 
material is both lightweight and durable. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to employ a plurality of cartridges in 
the reference system, in order to increase its treatment capacity. 

Claims 21 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Crofts 
et al. as applied above, and further in view of Casolo (U.S. Patent No. 3,985,648). The modified 
primary reference discloses the claimed invention with the exception of the recited arrangement 
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of cartridges. Casolo discloses a liquid purification system comprising a plurality of groups of 
cartridges (see col. 3, line 8; and col. 4, line 49) connected in parallel, wherein each group 
comprises cartridges connected in series (see Fig. 2). This reference further discloses the 
specific purification materials recited in claim 22. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide the system of the 
modified primary reference with the additional purification cartridges of the secondary reference, 
in order to obtain additional purification capability for the liquid undergoing treatment in this 
modified primary reference system. 

Applicant's arguments filed September 12, 2003 have been noted and carefully 
considered but are not deemed to be persuasive of patentability. Applicant argues that Haslett 
discloses a basic water softening device, but neither teaches nor suggests a device for safely 
purifying liquids such as hydrogen peroxide, hydrofluoric acid or hydrochloric acid. It is pointed 
out, however, that the intended use of a device is not a structural limitation, and hence cannot be 
relied upon to patentably distinguish apparatus claims. It is well settled that a recitation with 
respect to the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not 
differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus satisfying the claimed structural 
limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ2d 1647 (1987). 

Applicant also argues that the recited length, diameter and ratio are not obvious because 
one of ordinary skill in the art would certainly recognize that physical design aspects that effect 
flow characteristics and contact time must be carefully considered when designing a chemical 
purification system. Again, this argument has been noted and carefully considered, but is not 
deemed to be persuasive of patentability. Initially, it is pointed out that since the cartridges of 



Application/Control Number: 09/824,771 Page 5 

Art Unit: 1724 

Haslett and Crofts et al. have some length and some inside diameter, these cartridges will also 
inherently have some ratio of this length to diameter. Accordingly, one of ordinary skill in the 
liquid purification art would have been motivated to employ cartridges having the recited 
dimensions in the above noted purification systems, in order to ensure that these cartridges are 
capable of containing an effective amount of treatment material. Although Applicant's response 
enumerates several purported advantages over the prior art systems, it is noted that Applicant has 
provided no evidence, such as comparative data, to support such allegations and conclusions. 
Mere conclusory statements, unsupported by objective evidence, are entitled to little weight in 
determining patentability. Cf. In re Greenfield, 571 F.2d 1185, 1188, 197 USPQ 227, 229 
(CCPA 1978). 

Applicant also points out that Crofts et al. discloses a membrane that has been 
impregnated with ion exchange resins. The significance of this observation is not readily 
apparent, however, since the claims in this application do not appear to preclude the presence of 
such a membrane. 

Applicant also argues that Casolo teaches pH adjustment of the liquid undergoing 
treatment at predetermined points in the flow path, which would simply be adding an impurity 
in the present invention. Again, this argument has been noted and carefully considered, but is 
not deemed to be persuasive of patentability. It is pointed out that Casolo is relied upon only for 
the teaching of utilizing a plurality of groups of cartridges (see col. 3, line 8; and col. 4, line 49) 
connected in parallel, wherein each group comprises cartridges connected in series (see Fig. 2), 
and for the specific purification materials recited in claim 22, not for any pH adjustment step. In 
any event, one of ordinary skill in the fluid purification art would readily recognize that if such a 
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pH adjustment treatment were not necessary, or not desired, in the proposed combination of 
references, then this step could simply be eliminated from the proposed modification. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 

MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 

MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 

the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 

will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 

CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 

however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 

date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to I. Cintins whose telephone number is (571) 272-1 155. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:30 AM to 5:00 PM. If 
attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Mr. 
Blaine Copenheaver, can be reached at (57 1) 272-1 1 56. 

The centralized facsimile number for the USPTO is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272-0987. 
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Primary Examiner 
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January 24, 2004 



